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Abstract
Purpose – Using upper echelons theory (UET), the purpose of this paper is to unravel the influence of a
CEO’s ethical ideology on the presence of corporate social responsibility (CSR) disclosure on corporate
websites. It also considers the CEO’s perception of the importance of CSR (i.e. the extent of the CEO’s
detachment from the stockholder-oriented logic and attachment to the stakeholder-oriented logic).
Design/methodology/approach – First, a survey was sent to CEOs of large unlisted Belgian companies.
Its intention was to assess CEOs’ ethical ideology along the idealism and relativism dimensions and their
perceptions on the importance of CSR (PRESOR-detachment-from-stockholder view; PRESOR-attachment-to-
stakeholder view), and to gather some demographics. Second, a content analysis of corporate websites was
conducted so as to classify companies as being either CSR disclosing or non-disclosing. Third, the annual
accounts of these corporations were investigated and follow-up phone calls were conducted to obtain data on
managerial discretion (MD).
Findings – CEOs’ ethical ideology influences the degree to which they detach from the stockholder-oriented
logic and attach to the stakeholder-oriented logic. Moreover, when MD is high, the degree of these CEOs’
attachment to the stakeholder-oriented logic is the factor that influences the presence of CSR disclosure on
their corporate websites. Finally, CEO’s idealism indirectly influences the presence of CSR disclosure through
the effect of idealism on the degree to which CEOs attach to the stakeholder-oriented logic.
Originality/value – This paper shows that, when MD is high, CEOs’ values and perceptions influence CSR
disclosure decisions. This study thereby enhances our knowledge regarding the internal drivers of CSR
disclosure practices and offers UET as a lens through which the importance of CEOs’ personal characteristics
in the decision-making process might be further explored.
Keywords Managerial discretion, Corporate social responsibility, Upper echelons theory,
Ethical ideology idealism relativism, Perceived importance of CSR PRESOR, Website disclosure
Paper type Research paper
1. Introduction
Although every company is expected to discharge its accountability duties through
corporate social responsibility (CSR) reporting, CSR disclosure practices significantly differ
among companies (KPMG, 2015). Hence, a stream of research that investigates the drivers of
CSR disclosure practices has emerged. These studies mainly attempt to explain the
heterogeneity of CSR disclosure practices by looking at corporate characteristics, such as
size, industry and financial performance (e.g. Cowen et al., 1987; Patten, 1991; Thorne et al.,
2014; Cho et al., 2015) and general contextual factors, such as media pressure, and the legal
or cultural context (e.g. Chen and Bouvain, 2009; Orij, 2010; Liesen et al., 2015). However,
while in the strategic leadership literature the personal characteristics of organisational
leaders are central and have been recognised as motives for CSR (e.g. Hemingway and
Maclagan, 2004; Chin et al., 2013), the impact of the views and attitudes of key decision
makers has rarely been examined in the CSR disclosure literature (Parker, 2014).
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Indeed, although different authors point to the importance of the views of organisational
leaders in explaining CSR disclosure practices (e.g. Campbell, 2000; Adams, 2002; O’Dwyer,
2003; Cormier et al., 2004; Adams and McNicholas, 2007; Belal and Owen, 2007; Bebbington
et al., 2009; Thorne et al., 2014; Bouten and Everaert, 2015; Higgins et al., 2015), there is a lack
of research that explicitly examines the influence of the personal characteristics of corporate
decision makers on social-accountability practices. This might be explained by the fact that
legitimacy theory, which is one of the dominant theories in this field, mainly portrays
disclosure as a rational decision that aims to please external audiences and, therefore, might
not offer insights that are helpful in understanding the internal drivers of the CSR reporting
process (Spence et al., 2010). However, there are two notable exceptions: Parker (2014) and
Thoradeniya et al. (2015). Based on a historical analysis of four leading British industrialists
of the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, Parker (2014) illustrates how organisational
leaders’ personal philosophical and religious beliefs influence their orientation towards
social responsibility and accountability. Thoradeniya et al. (2015) used a survey design to
show that managers’ behavioural, normative and control beliefs, regarding sustainability
reporting, positively influence their intention to engage in CSR reporting and that managers’
education and religion can influence these beliefs.
Drawing on the insights of strategic leadership literature, this paper aims to enrich the
CSR disclosure literature by addressing the impact of top managers’ characteristics on CSR
reporting decisions. In particular, this paper mobilises the upper echelons theory (UET),
developed by Hambrick and Mason (1984), to investigate whether CEOs’ ethical ideology
and their perceptions of the importance of CSR can explain their CSR disclosure decisions.
More specifically, this paper examines whether ethical ideology might explain CEOs’
perceptions of the importance of CSR and whether these two factors are linked to their
decisions to disclose CSR information on their companies’ corporate websites.
To obtain data on CEOs’ ethical ideology and their perceptions of the importance of CSR, a
survey was sent to CEOs of unlisted companies. CEOs were targeted because previous CSR
accounting studies highlighted that top managers might either hinder or further CSR
accounting practices (e.g. Bebbington et al., 2009; Fraser, 2012; Bouten and Hoozée, 2013;
Bouten and Everaert, 2015). Moreover, organisational decisions related to CSR reporting are
more likely to be driven by CEO characteristics in unlisted companies since CEOs of these
types of companies generally have more managerial discretion (MD) (see, e.g. Thoradeniya
et al., 2015). Also in unlisted companies, stakeholder pressures or image building reasons are
less likely to drive CSR disclosure-related decisions (Baumann-Pauly et al., 2013; Thorne et al.,
2014). However, this paper does not presume that CEOs are unconstrained in exercising their
personal ideologies in their CSR disclosure decisions. Hence, a moderator that reflects CEOs’
power will be included in the empirical model and endogeneity checks will be conducted.
This paper contributes to the literature in three ways. First, to our knowledge, this is the
first study to combine survey data on CEOs’ ethical ideology and their perceptions of the
importance of CSR with CSR disclosure data. Hence, in contrast to previous studies that
merely acknowledge that top managers can either further or hinder CSR reporting (e.g.
Bebbington et al., 2009; Bouten and Everaert, 2015), this study empirically establishes the
impact of CEOs’ characteristics on the presence of CSR disclosure on company websites.
In doing so, it enhances our knowledge regarding the internal drivers of CSR disclosure
practices. Second, by illustrating the usefulness of UET in the CSR disclosure domain, this
paper not only demonstrates the importance of decision makers’ values and perceptions in
explaining CSR disclosure but it also offers a lens through which the importance of CEOs’
personal characteristics in the decision-making process might be further explored. Thus,
this paper extends the knowledge on CSR disclosure by introducing UET as a method
theory in the CSR disclosure domain (see Lukka and Vinnari, 2014). As such, this paper
responds to the calls of Gray et al. (2009), Parker (2011), Parker and Guthrie (2014) and
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Higgins et al. (2015) to explore new theoretical avenues. Third, through linking the
dimensions of the perceived role of ethics and social responsibility (PRESOR) instrument
used to measure CEOs’ perceptions of the importance of CSR to two competing institutional
logics present in the wider organisational environment (i.e. the stockholder- and stakeholder-
oriented logics); this paper also illustrates how UET can be linked to neo-institutional theory
as it pertains to the CSR disclosure domain. Recent CSR (disclosure) studies (Lepoutre and
Valente, 2012; Bouten and Everaert, 2015) used the neo-institutional framework to examine
howmanagers and/or companies address the emerging stakeholder-oriented logic that takes
up a position alongside the prevailing stockholder-oriented logic. By shedding light on
whether CEOs’ ethical ideology and their perceptions of the importance of CSR might drive
their companies’ detachment from the prevailing stockholder-oriented logic and their
attachment to the stakeholder-oriented logic, this paper not only answers the call of Bouten
and Everaert (2015) but also responds to Gray et al.’s (2009, p. 36) call to “discover why
individuals do (and do not) support and develop social accounting”.
The remainder of the paper is organised as follows. Section 2 presents a review of the
literature that forms the basis of the study’s hypotheses. The sample characteristics and
variable measurements are described in Section 3, methodology. In Section 4, the hypotheses
are tested and the results are discussed in-depth, highlighting recommendations for future
research in Section 5. Section 6 concludes.
2. Literature review and hypotheses development
2.1 Strategic decision-making process and managerial values
The basic assumption of many studies in the strategic leadership literature is that human
limits and executives’ biases and dispositions must be taken into account when analysing
complex decisions (Finkelstein et al., 2009). Building on the premise of bounded rationality,
UET (Hambrick and Mason, 1984; Hambrick, 2007) describes how top executives utilise a
filtering process to distil and interpret a multitude of stimuli (Finkelstein et al., 2009).
The executive orientation (Hambrick, 2007), i.e., the executives’ values, personality and
experiences (i.e. age, functional background, educational experience), plays an important
role in this filtering process, since their orientation determines the field of stimuli the
executive scans, which of these stimuli they actually notice and how they interpret these
perceived stimuli. Hence, the executive orientation creates a screen between the actual
objective situation and their perception of that situation. Thus, UET posits that
heterogeneity in the outcomes of companies can be explained by differences among these
companies’ leaders. Indeed, at the heart of UET is the “portrayal of upper echelon
characteristics as determinants of strategic choices” (Hambrick and Mason, 1984, p. 197).
In line with UET, few studies illustrate the effect of managers’ values on CSR. A noteworthy
study is Chin et al. (2013), which demonstrates that CEOs’ political values, as manifested in
their political ideologies, influence their companies’ CSR profile. Related to this is a stream of
literature in the marketing domain that illustrates that managers’ ethical ideologies might
explain the extent to which they perceive CSR as being important (see below).
Figure 1 illustrates the conceptual framework of UET in the context of this study.
Following UET, this study assumes that CEOs’ ethical ideologies influence their decisions to
voluntarily disclose CSR information on their companies’ websites. In particular, this study
proposes that CEOs’ ethical ideologies influence CSR-related website disclosure through
their impact on the CEOs’ perceived importance of CSR. As such, the literature on both
strategic management and accounting are combined to posit that executives’ values
influence CSR disclosure policies. Indeed, while the strategic management literature
suggests that CEOs’ values influence their perceptions on CSR and their related strategic
decision-making, previous accounting studies confirm the importance of CEOs’ views in the
CSR reporting process. For instance, the interview data of Adams and McNicholas (2007)
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suggest that the CEO and, in particular, his/her regard for sustainability issues and
transparency, is a driving force behind the sustainability report initiation in their case study
organisation. Likewise, the survey data of Thoradeniya et al. (2015) illustrate that managers’
behavioural, normative and control beliefs, regarding sustainability reporting, influence
their intention to engage in CSR reporting. Furthermore, Bouten and Everaert’s (2015)
interview findings reveal that CEOs’ personal framing of the competing institutional
stockholder- and stakeholder-oriented logics might play an important role in their decisions
to disclose CSR information. According to the stockholder-oriented logic, also referred to as
the profit-maximising logic, firms should attempt to maximise the financial welfare of their
stockholders and let efficiency considerations determine their decisions (Bebbington and
Dillard, 2009; Wurthmann, 2013; Bouten and Everaert, 2015). Under the stakeholder-
oriented logic, also referred to as the sustainability logic, firms should protect the welfare of
their stakeholders and let this concern drive their decisions (Bebbington and Dillard, 2009;
Wurthmann, 2013; Bouten and Everaert, 2015).
Some strategic management studies already elaborate on the link between neo-institutional
theory and managerial decision making. In particular, these studies argue that institutional
logics, which are part of the environment decision makers observe, are characterised by the
fact that they attempt to order lower-level field stimuli by providing guidance regarding
which issues and problems are salient and which answers and solutions are appropriate
(Thornton and Ocasio, 1999; Thornton, 2001). Institutional logics can, thus, be regarded as
“broader cultural beliefs and rules that structure cognition and decision-making in a field”
(Lounsbury, 2007, p. 289). Bouten and Everaert (2015) found that the extent to which CEOs
detach from the prevailing stockholder-oriented logic and attach to the emerging stakeholder-
oriented logic affects the CSR disclosure decision process. This suggests that decision makers’
framing of the competing logics influences their perception of the importance of CSR and, as
such, how their companies deal with these competing logics (see also, Fiss and Zajac, 2006;
George et al., 2006; Lepoutre and Valente, 2012). Following their findings, Bouten and Everaert
(2015) call for an investigation into (the extent to) which managers’ personal characteristics
influence their companies’ detachment from the prevailing stockholder-oriented logic (Fiss
and Zajac, 2006; George et al., 2006; Lepoutre and Valente, 2012). Our UET-based study
focusses on the role of CEOs’ ethical ideology and, therefore, might be helpful in explaining
CEOs’ perception of the importance of CSR. As such, it sheds light on how their framing of
these competing logics influences their decisions on CSR disclosure.
2.2 Ethical ideology
Many different ethical theories exist in business ethics (e.g. consequentialism, universal ethics,
ethical relativism, virtue ethics), indicating that different individuals define ethical or moral
Objective
situation
The CEO’s ethical ideology The CEO’s perceivedimportance of CSR
CSR disclosure
on the website
Filtering
process
Managerial
perceptions
Strategic
outcomes
Executive
orientation:
Experiences
Values
Personality
…
Sources: Based on Finkelstein et al. (2009) and Hambrick and Mason (1984)
Figure 1.
The strategic decision-
making process,
applied to the context
of CSR disclosure
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decision making in different ways (Ghillyer, 2010). Schlenker and Forsyth (1977) reviewed
three frequently used philosophical positions on the nature of ethics, also labelled ethical
theories[1]. They concluded that a decision maker’s ethical position can be captured by
measuring the two dimensions of ethical ideology that influence judgements of moral issues
(Forsyth, 1980). Forsyth (1980) called these two dimensions idealism and relativism. The first
dimension, idealism, reflects the individual’s concern for the welfare of others (Forsyth, 1992).
Hence, while some individuals (those who score high on idealism) assume that harming others
can and should be avoided, others (those who score low on idealism) assume that harm will
sometimes be necessary to produce “good”. The second dimension, relativism, refers to the
extent to which individuals adhere to moral rules and laws, regardless of the context, when
making ethical decisions (Parboteeah and Cullen, 2013). Forsyth (1980) specifies that some
individuals (those who score high on relativism) believe that moral rules are relative to
the context; therefore, they reject the possibility of relying on moral rules in all possible
circumstances when drawing conclusions about moral questions. Those who score low on
relativism believe that moral rules should always guide ethical decision making. Previous
research shows that both idealism and relativism are useful in explaining a variety of ethical
decisions that individuals make in a business context (see Davis et al., 2001 for a review).
Within the area of marketing ethics, studies have investigated the relationship between
individuals’ ethical positions and their perceptions of the importance of CSR (e.g. Vitell et al.,
2010). Prior research suggests that individuals with a high social interest prefer values that
include a concern for others, while individuals with a low social interest prefer values that
appear to be more self-centred (Van Kenhove et al., 2001). Therefore, individuals who score
high on idealism are expected to perceive CSR to be more important as they believe that
firms have ethical responsibilities to protect the well-being of all stakeholders. Highly
relativistic individuals generally believe that moral actions depend on the nature of the
situation (e.g. other company’s practices, regulations, etc.). Therefore, they are more likely to
consider alternatives that might involve harming others. Following this consideration,
Kolodinsky et al. (2010) suggest that relativists are more likely to disregard ethics and social
responsibility in favour of financial outcomes. Therefore, individuals who score high on
relativism are expected to perceive CSR as being less important. Although idealism and
relativism are not conceptualised as being orthogonal, i.e., in contrast with each other,
studies on marketing ethics show that idealism positively and relativism negatively affect
marketers’ perceived importance of ethics and social responsibility (Singhapakdi et al., 1995;
Vitell et al., 2010). In line with these studies, the following hypotheses are formulated:
H1a. The CEO’s score on the idealism scale is positively associated with their perceived
importance of CSR.
H1b. The CEO’s score on the relativism scale is negatively associated with their
perceived importance of CSR.
2.3 Perceived importance of CSR and the presence of CSR disclosure
According to Singhapakdi et al. (1995), before marketers’ behaviours will reflect greater
social responsibility, they must first perceive ethics and social responsibility as important or
beneficial to organisational effectiveness (consisting of all kinds of performance, including
ethical, social responsibility and financial). As already mentioned, previous studies in the
CSR reporting field also point to the importance of whether or not managers perceive CSR to
be important as being a possible determinant to CSR disclosure (e.g. Adams and
McNicholas, 2007; Thoradeniya et al., 2015). Therefore, our second hypothesis is:
H2. The CEO’s perceived importance of CSR is positively associated with the presence of
CSR disclosure.
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Combining H1b and H2 leads to the formulation of a third summarizing hypothesis. In line
with the arguments that lead to H1a, H1b and H2, the assumption can be made that the
CEO’s ethical ideology indirectly influences the presence of CSR disclosure. Expecting that
ethical ideology influences the perceived importance of CSR and that the CEO’s perceived
importance of CSR affects the presence of CSR disclosure, we also investigate the indirect
effect of the CEO’s ethical ideology on the presence of CSR disclosure:
H3a. The CEO’s score on the idealism scale has a positive indirect effect on the presence
of CSR disclosure, through its positive association with the CEO’s perceived
importance of CSR.
H3b. The CEO’s score on the relativism scale has a negative indirect effect on the presence
of CSR disclosure, through its negative association with the CEO’s perceived
importance of CSR.
3. Methodology
3.1 Data collection
This study’s population consists of CEOs of large unlisted limited Belgian companies. This
study focusses on unlisted companies because CEOs’ personal characteristics might be
especially important in these companies since CEOs have more MD (see, e.g. Thoradeniya
et al., 2015) and CSR disclosure-related decisions are less driven by stakeholder pressures
and impression management motives (Baumann-Pauly et al., 2013; Thorne et al., 2014).
The companies included in the sample are large in the context of Belgium, where “large” is
defined as having more than 100 employees or as exceeding at least two of the following
three criteria: employees: 50; annual sales: €7.3m; total assets: €3.65m (Company Law
Belgium, 1999, article 15). A sample of 762 personal e-mail addresses of CEOs was
purchased from a commercial database provider (WDM Belgium). In April 2012, the same
number of surveys was sent out and 168 were returned, for a response rate of 22 per cent.
Different data sources were used to collect (non-CEO) data (i.e. company websites, phone
calls to the company, Bel-First database, statutory and consolidated accounts). Several steps
were taken to ensure that the respondents were CEOs of the companies in the study and that
the websites analysed were Belgian websites if the companies were subsidiaries (see below).
Table I provides an overview of the step-wise procedure followed and outlines why the final
sample consists of 105 companies.
3.2 Measurement of the variables
3.2.1 CSR disclosure. Although most research on CSR disclosure used annual reports to
collect CSR disclosure data (Campbell, 2000), this study focusses on CSR website
disclosures, which constitutes an alternative CSR disclosure medium (e.g. Tagesson et al.,
2009; Ingenhoff and Koelling, 2012; Kamla and Rammal, 2013) especially for unlisted
companies. Although annual reports can serve the needs of a wide range of stakeholders,
their use as a CSR disclosure medium has become more limited since the advent of the
internet (Campbell and Beck, 2004). None of the 105 companies investigated include on their
website an annual report with CSR information or a CSR report in a downloadable PDF file.
Hence, all information on CSR is provided only on these companies’ web pages.
These corporate websites were analysed for the period November 2012 to December
2012. A categorical variable was created to measure the dependent variable, CSR disclosure;
the variable takes the value of 1 when the website provides CSR information and 0
otherwise. Analysing websites differs from analysing reports because websites present
information on different web pages that have further sub-sections and usually follow a tree
structure with many branches. A step-wise procedure was used to determine which
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“branch” of the tree to investigate in-depth; this method is based on previous research on
website disclosures of CSR (Maignan and Ralston, 2002; Pollach, 2003; de Villiers and van
Staden, 2011; Kamla and Rammal, 2013). First, this search focussed on the home page and a
section that was usually labelled “About us” and that provided general information on the
company. Second, within these pages, a search was performed for website sections that
provided information on CSR practices. These sections were often labelled “sustainability”
or “CSR” or had a related heading, such as “environmental protection”; “responsible care”;
and “quality, health, safety and environment”. Third, sections that were detected during
the second step were further analysed to check whether the content indeed provided
n
Step 1 Survey to CEOs: questions to measure variables under study, demographics, but also
asking for current function, company id, contact details, website address of the company
168
Respondents removed because:
Function was not the CEOa (but CFO, etc.) −9
Company was listed −4
Inconsistent results −3 ¼ 152
Step 2 Website research: starting from website address of the respondent, following the
procedure to measure CSR website disclosure
Respondents removed because:
Website contains other company number or other contact details than the respondent −0
Website is not a Belgian website −33 ¼ 119
Step 3 Phone call:
Q1 Is person… (respondent) “the boss” of the company?
Q2 Is there a parent company?
Q3 Is the information on the website, decided by respondent… or dictated by parent
company? (to measure Managerial discretion 2)
Respondents removed because:
Secretary doubted about the name of “the boss” of the company −4
Recently new CEO −2
Recently acquired −3 ¼ 110
Step 4 Bel-First database (Bureau van Dijk): collect data on total assets (to measure Size),
NACE code (to measure industry)
Step 5 Statutory accounts (downloaded one by one from Central Balance Sheet Office Belgium):
check on first page whether the respondent signs the accounts as managing directorb
Respondents removed because:
Respondent has not the function of managing director −5 ¼ 105
Step 6a Statutory accounts (see Step 5): check the notes (VOL 5.17.1) to find out whether the
company is independent or whether the company is a subsidiary of a parent company
(to measure Managerial discretion)
Step 6b Consolidated accounts of the parent company (downloaded from Central Balance Sheet
Office Belgium): Step 5 is repeated, to check whether the respondent signs the
consolidated accounts as managing director, to correct for holding structures (i.e.
subsidiary and parent company both managed by the same respondent)
Step 7 Website research, online local newspapers: who is the main shareholder and who is the
founder? (to check endogeneity)
¼ 105
Notes: aIn Dutch, CEO means “the boss” of the company, i.e. the highest ranking executive in a company
whose main responsibilities include developing and implementing high-level strategies, making major
corporate decisions, managing the overall operations and resources of a company, and acting as the main
point of communication between the Board of Directors and the corporate operations. The CEO will often
have a position in the Board of Directors (www/investopedia.com/terms/c/ceo.asp); bbased on previous
remarks of reviewers, we include only the CEOs, who are also part of the Board of Directors, and hence receive
legally the title of “gedelegeerd bestuurder” (translated as “managing director”). All results remain the same if
the five CEOs who were not part of the Board of Directors are included
Table I.
Overview of the
different steps in
the methodology
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CSR-related information. The CSR topics were similar to those identified in previous website
research (Esrock and Leichty, 1998; Williams and Ho Wern Pei, 1999; Esrock and Leichty,
2000; Patten, 2002; Branco and Rodrigues, 2006; Tagesson et al., 2009; Ingenhoff and
Koelling, 2012). Table II provides examples of the topics addressed and some quotes on each
topic that are found in the CSR sections of these websites. To structure the topics, the lists of
CSR items from the studies of Patten (2002) and Esrock and Leichty (1998, 2000) were used.
To ensure consistency, the principal coder developed a comprehensive set of decision rules
and two independent researchers coded all sites. Coding discrepancies between coders were
re-analysed, discussed and reconciled with the help of a third researcher.
3.2.2 Perceived importance of CSR. The PRESOR questionnaire was used to measure
CEOs’ perceived importance of CSR. Singhapakdi et al. (1995, 1996) developed the PRESOR
scale to measure one’s perceptions regarding the importance of the ethics-and-social-
responsibility components of business decisions. This scale consists of statements that reflect
the importance of ethics and social responsibility relative to traditional measures of
organisational effectiveness, such as profitability, output quality, competitiveness and firm
survival. Also included in the scale are general statements about the absolute importance of
ethics and social responsibility to an organisation’s overall effectiveness, which not only
reflect an organisation’s financial performance but also its performance in other areas, such as
employee satisfaction, business ethics and social responsibility (cf., Kraft and Jauch, 1992).
The PRESOR instrument plays an important role in a large segment of business ethics
research (Singhapakdi et al., 2001; Axinn et al., 2004; Vitell and Hidalgo, 2006; Shafer et al.,
2007) and has recently been used in the non-accounting CSR literature (Godos-Díez et al., 2011).
Appendix 1 shows the items of the PRESOR instrument. Respondents were asked to indicate
their agreement with 14 statements by applying a balanced seven-point Likert scale, ranging
from “1. I totally disagree” to “7. I totally agree”. This scale was developed in the USA, but has
been found to be reliable in other countries. In our setting, the CEOs responded inconsistently
on Statement 8 (compared to answers on other items). Therefore, Item 8 was excluded. The
inconsistent answers might be due to a misunderstanding of the word “disregard” by the
respondents who were non-native English speakers.
As indicated in Table III, some studies found a two-factor structure (Etheredge, 1999;
Vitell and Paolillo, 2004; Vitell and Hidalgo, 2006; Godos-Díez et al., 2011), while other studies
found a three-factor solution (Singhapakdi et al., 1995, 1996; Axinn et al., 2004; Shafer et al.,
2007). However, the latter studies often found that the second and third factors were two
sub-dimensions of one broader factor (Axinn et al., 2004; Shafer et al., 2007). Therefore, an
exploratory factor analysis on the PRESOR statements was performed, which limited
extractions to two factors (see Table IV ). These factors explain approximately 44 per cent of
the variation in respondents’ answers. Table IV shows the factor loadings of the PRESOR
statements on both factors, after varimax rotation and Kaiser normalisation. Following Hair
et al. (2010), we conclude that Statements 1, 2, 5, 12, 13 and 16 loaded high on the first factor,
whereas Statements 6, 7, 10 and 15 loaded markedly higher on the second factor. Statements
4, 9 and 14 were excluded from further analysis because they did not load markedly high on
either of the dimensions (absolute difference in loading ⩽0.10). Cronbach’s α values for
Dimensions 1 and 2 were 0.696 and 0.686, respectively, which indicates that the construct as
a whole is reliable, given the exploratory nature of the factor analysis (Hair et al., 2010).
For each dimension, the mean score on the items are used in the analyses.
In previous research, different labels were used for the two dimensions (see Table III).
In the original scale development, Singhapakdi et al. (1995) labelled Dimension 1 as “profits
are not paramount” and Dimension 2 as “good ethics is good business”. In line with previous
studies (see Table III), some items included in Table IV, Dimension 1, are reverse-scored,
such that respondents scoring high on this factor believe that other issues are more
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Topic Quote
Environment
Efforts to reduce
energy
consumptiona,b
“[Company 19] strives for a rational energy consumption and limits the usage of
primary fossil fuels. In addition, we use innovative technologies to recycle energy from
waste. In fact, our thermal installations might be considered real power plants. Due to
excessive energy recuperation, the major part of the installations hardly requires fossil
fuels. By contrast, they produce energy that can be used in our own processes or that
can be provided to our neighbourhood” (Website of company 19)
Water efficiency “Rainwater is collected through the roofs. One part is stored in rain drains to flush the
toilets and wash the company vehicles. The remainder does not get the chance to reach the
sewers. A special green roof, the porous surfacing of the parking place and an inventive
buffer systemmake sure that the rainwater completely infiltrates” (Website of company 61)
Emissions and
effluentsc
“Recently the Group has proven its commitment by joining the United Nations Global
Compact and by announcing to offset all of our data centres’ carbon emissions, thus
being the first global IT provider to offer fully integrated carbon neutral hosting
services” (Website of company 79)
Recycling and
utilisation of waste
materialsa,b
“In order to decelerate the exploitation speed of loam pits and to reduce the cultivation
of new areas, we use raw materials released from construction projects” (Website of
company 39)
Labour practices
Improvement of
working
conditionsa,c,d
“We strongly invest in the safety and wellbeing of our employees. For instance, we
actively participated to a European project on the investigation of injuries through
repetitive movements. We analysed and adapted a number of work stations in order to
improve the working conditions of our employees with respect to ergonomics” (Website
of company 25)
Quality of work
lifea,b
“We have an eye for the personal development of our employees. Together with them, we
search for a good work-life balance and communicate transparently. This creates a stable
atmosphere where people are motived to work for a better future” (Website of company 101)
Employee health
and safetya,b,c,d
“Safety and well-being are core concepts when it comes to our employees. Our staff is
appropriately equipped for the performance of their tasks. Everyone has the necessary
training and instruction and has good quality equipment. In addition, we encourage our
employees to live healthy and to make use of the bicycle and public transport” (Website
of company 34)
Training and
educationa,b,c,d
“[Company 6] offers an array of programs to guide employees on their journey at
[Company 6] and beyond. We believe individuals should play an active role in their own
career development to achieve their professional goals. We empower employees to
develop their careers, and task managers with helping people to hone skills and seek
development opportunities.
The [company’s] Essential Curriculum is a learning path tailored for each level within
the organization. The curriculum consists of a development roadmap for each career
level, including robust and targeted portfolios of courses that are custom-developed for
managers and directors. There are hundreds of courses to choose from for specific skills
development, plus specialized development programs for specific fields or functional
organizations” (Website of company 6)
Equal
opportunitiesa,b,c,d
“[Company 41] is active in more than 25 countries. The company follows a staff policy
that supports equal opportunities and diversity. We know how to appreciate the talent of
the men and women employed in our company. Our policy respects the local rules and
habits of the different countries were the company is active” (Website of company 41)
Society
Charitable givinga,b,c “[We] want to contribute our share with respect to society, because we believe this will
contribute to overall sustainability, inside and outside the company. By means of
several customer actions and initiatives, [the company] concretizes its financial
commitment to five partners”
(continued )
Table II.
Examples of topics
addressed in the CSR
sections (Esrock and
Leichty, 1998, 2000;
Patten, 2002),
supplemented by
quotes from
the websites
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important for a company than profits are (i.e. ethics and social responsibility). Stated
differently, respondents scoring low believe that profits are more important for a company
than ethics and social responsibility are. Some studies (e.g. Etheredge, 1999) relabelled
Factor 1 as “the subordination of ethics and social responsibility in the achievement of
organisational effectiveness”. Hence, respondents that score low on this first factor perceive
that good ethics and social responsibility are subordinate to profitability, efficiency, output
quality and firm survival and, thus, that ethics should sometimes be disregarded in the
interests of achieving good economic results. While the PRESOR scale’s dimensionality
differed somewhat, from study to study, the scale’s factors generally include dimensions
that can be categorised according to the stockholder/stakeholder dichotomy (Shafer et al.,
2007; Wurthmann, 2013). In recent studies (Axinn et al., 2004; Shafer et al., 2007), the first
factor was relabelled as “the stockholder view”, with respondents who scored low on this
factor considering that profits (and other traditional measures) are more important than
ethics and social responsibility. In a similar vein, the second dimension was relabelled as the
“stakeholder view”, with respondents who scored high on this factor believing that firms
have a moral duty to ensure the welfare of all their stakeholders and that ethics and social
responsibility are important for the company’s long-term success (Wurthmann, 2013).
Thus, it is important to remark that these dimensions are linked to the stockholder-oriented
Topic Quote
“One of these partners is [organization X]. [Organization X] believes that education is
necessary for individual and social development and that it leads to sustainable growth,
even in the South. Not only access to education is important, but also the quality of the
education. That is why [organization X] provides better educational infrastructure,
well-educated teachers and good teaching material. The poorest children are supported
financially by [organization X]’s sponsorship” (Website of company 65)
Support for
community
programmesa,b,d
“[Company 86] supports the World Food Programme of the United Nations with
resources and expertise. Together, we have launched the project ‘Moving the World’ ”
(Website of company 86)
Fair business practices
Company policy in
business ethicsc
“Ethical conduct builds relationships of trust among employees, customers, partners,
shareholders, communities, and other stakeholders. [The company]’s corporate
compliance program educates employees about our ethical standards and monitors
compliance with those standards. The Audit Committee of the Board of Directors
oversees the corporate compliance program. The Business Conduct Guidelines provide
guidance and link to [the company]’s policies on key topics, including anti-bribery,
insider trading, equal employment, anti-harassment, privacy and information security,
confidentiality, antitrust and competition, environmental sustainability, trade
compliance, and financial reporting” (Website of company 6)
Product safetya,c “We never compromise when it comes to food safety! There are a number of important
measures on which our food safety system is based and with which we work carefully
and systematically on a daily basis:
Food safety is management’s top priority and forms an integral part of our business
strategy.
Our bakeries are certified according to BRC. New bakeries should be certified shortly
after their implementation at [the company].
Inspecting the raw materials of our suppliers. We expend considerable effort on
warranting the quality of our raw materials and on screening our suppliers. We verify
whether they are trustworthy and whether they work according to the norms that meet
our demands. […]” (Website of company 4)
Notes: This topic was also found in aWilliams and Ho Wern Pei (1999); bBranco and Rodrigues (2006);
cTagesson et al. (2009); dIngenhoff and Koelling (2012)Table II.
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Table III.
Dimensionality of the
PRESOR instrument
in different studies
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and stakeholder-oriented logic in that Factor 1 measures the extent to which the respondent
is detached from the traditional stockholder-oriented logic, and Factor 2 measures the extent
to which the respondent is attached to the stakeholder-oriented logic. To emphasise the fact
that the PRESOR dimensions correspond with the stockholder- and stakeholder-oriented
logics, this paper labels the first factor as the PRESOR-detachment-from-stockholder view
and the second factor as the PRESOR-attachment-to-stakeholder view. Hence, the PRESOR
instrument identifies the extent to which respondents adhere to the stockholder- and
stakeholder-oriented logics and, thereby, their perceptions of the importance of CSR.
3.2.3 Ethical ideology. The literature review outlined that a CEO’s ethical ideology can be
described by taking into account two dimensions: idealism and relativism (Schlenker and
Forsyth, 1977; Forsyth, 1980). The ethics position questionnaire (EPQ) (Forsyth, 1980) has
been frequently used in marketing business ethics to assess marketers’ and consumers’ ethical
ideology along these two dimensions (Singhapakdi et al., 1995, 1996; Van Kenhove et al., 2001;
Vitell et al., 2010). In the accounting literature (Shaub et al., 1993; Douglas and Wier, 2000;
Kung and Huang, 2013), this scale has been frequently used to assess the ethical ideology of
accountants and auditors in terms of examining “propositions that high levels of idealism
(relativism) will be associated with more (less) ethical decisions” (Shafer, 2008, p. 829).
No. Item
Factor 1: stockholder
dimension
(PRESOR-detachment-
from-stockholder view)
Factor 2: stakeholder
dimension
(PRESOR-attachment
to-stakeholder view)
2 While output (e.g. the quality of products and
services) is essential to corporate success, ethics and
social responsibility are not (R)
0.745 0.123
5 The most important concern for a firm is making
profit, even if it means bending or breaking ethical
rules (R)
0.717 −0.012
13 If the survival of a firm is at stake, then you must
forget about ethics and social responsibility (R)
0.611 0.035
1 Being ethical and socially responsible is the most
important thing a firm can do
0.575 0.287
4 Ethics and social responsibility should be taken into
account when making decisions concerning
strategic planning
0.528 0.487
16 If the shareholders are happy, nothing else matters (R) 0.527 0.167
12 Business has a social responsibility beyond making
a profit
0.486 0.281
15 Good ethics is often good business −0.046 0.809
7 The overall effectiveness of a business can be
determined to a great extent by the degree to which
it is ethical and socially responsible towards
employees, the environment, etc.
0.043 0.796
10 Business ethics and social responsibility are critical
to the survival of a company
0.156 0.581
9 Social responsibility and profitability can be
compatible
0.464 0.541
6 The ethics and social responsibility of a firm is
essential to its long-term profitability
0.326 0.524
14 Efficiency is much more important to a firm than
whether or not the firm is seen as socially
responsible (R)
0.338 0.394
Note: R, reverse-coded
Table IV.
Exploratory factor
analysis, rotated
solution for perceived
importance of CSR
(PRESOR instrument)
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More recently, this instrument has also been used to assess the ethical ideology of senior
managers and executives (e.g. Chonko et al., 2003; Fernando et al., 2008). Moreover, both
constructs have been found to exist worldwide and the EPQ has been found to be a valid
instrument (Forsyth et al., 2008). Hence, in this study, the EPQ is used to assess a CEO’s ethical
ideology along these two dimensions.
The questionnaire, described in Appendix 2, comprises seven statements on each of the
dimensions of idealism and relativism. Respondents were asked to indicate their agreement
with the items on a seven-point Likert scale. Although the idealism and relativism
constructs have proven to be reliable, Items 9 and 11 seem to weaken the internal
consistency of these constructs and, therefore, were excluded. Cronbach’s α values for the
final idealism and relativism constructs were 0.871 and 0.751, respectively, which is in line
with previous studies. The mean score on the items has been computed for both constructs.
3.2.4 Control and moderator variables. Demographics. Following UET, executives’
background characteristics, such as age, education level and religion, influence the filtering
process (see Figure 1). Therefore, these characteristics were included as control variables for
the perceived importance of CSR. Education level was measured by asking respondents to
indicate their highest degree attained (high school, professional bachelor, master, 2nd
master or PhD). Concerning religion, respondents were asked to indicate the degree of their
religious belief on a scale from 1 to 7, with 1 indicating “I do not believe in any religion” and
7 indicating “Religion is a fundamental part of life”. The survey specified that the religion in
which they believe is not important, but their degree of believing is what counts. Also age
and tenure (years in current company) were measured. Using tenure instead of age as a
control variable does not lead to substantial changes in the reported results.
Size and industry. The first studies on CSR reporting identified size and industry as
important variables in explaining CSR disclosure (e.g. Cowen et al., 1987; Patten, 1991).
Following previous studies, this study used the natural logarithm of total assets to measure
corporate size (e.g. de Villiers and van Staden, 2011; Li et al., 2013). Data were collected via
the Bel-First database of Bureau van Dijk and include the financial year 2011, which is the
nearest date to the time of the website analyses. NACE-BEL codes were used to classify
companies into the following industries: chemicals, construction, food and agriculture,
manufacturing, sanitation, services, transportation, utilities and wholesale and retail. Next, a
dummy variable (industry) was created to identify companies that were active in the
chemicals, transportation, sanitation or utilities industries because these companies have a
larger CSR impact.
Managerial discretion. Since environmental factors might limit executives in terms of
their decision making, the influence of upper echelons has been contested (Finkelstein et al.,
2009; Hambrick, 2007). To elucidate this debate, Hambrick and Finkelstein (1987) introduced
the concept of MD, which refers to executives’ degree of latitude. An important driver of MD
is “the degree to which the organisation itself is amenable to an array of possible actions and
empowers the chief executive to formulate and execute those actions” (Hambrick and
Finkelstein, 1987, p. 379, emphasis added). Organisational factors, such as resource
availability and CEO power might affect this degree. Structural power is the most cited
(Finkelstein, 1992) and the most influential (Hambrick, 1981) type of power; it arises from
formal organisational structures and hierarchical authority and has often been used as a
proxy for MD. For example, Chin et al. (2013) used CEO power (based on corporate
governance conditions) as a proxy for MD and found that this type of power moderates the
relationship between CEOs’ political liberalism and advances in their companies’ CSR
practices. Basically, the higher the degree of MD, the more likely it is that executives matter;
that is, that their individual values influence organisational behaviour and CSR outcomes
(Hemingway and Maclagan, 2004). Therefore, MD (in the sense of structural power) is
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included both as a control variable and as a moderator between the perceived importance of
CSR and the decision to disclose CSR information.
Reflecting structural power, MD is labelled as high (1) if the company is an independent
company and low (0) if the company is a subsidiary of a parent company. A parent
company imposes rules to the subsidiary in terms of annual ( financial) reporting and it
frequently provides guidelines on website disclosure so as to streamline communication.
The study of Momin and Parker (2013), for example, illustrates that subsidiaries adopt the
CSR reporting policy of their parent company so as to avoid threats to internal legitimacy.
By providing guidelines on website disclosure, the parent company limits the CEO’s
decision power. Also, an alternative dummy was developed (MD2) based on follow-up
phone calls, during which the secretary was asked if the survey respondent makes
decisions on website disclosures of CSR (1 if the CEO makes these decisions; 0 if not).
In the results section, an analysis using the first MD measure is presented. This
measurement is more objective and more severe (see below); using the MD2 measure,
however, all conclusions remain unchanged.
4. Results
4.1 Descriptive statistics and correlations
Of the 105 companies included in the sample, 60 (57 per cent) disclosed CSR information on
their websites (see Table V ). On average, the CEOs score higher on idealism than on
relativism. Regarding the factors of the PRESOR instrument, the mean (5.89) for perceived
importance of CSR that is measured as the “detachment-from-stockholder view” is higher
than the mean that is measured (5.53) as the “attachment-to-stakeholder view”, while the
standard deviation of the latter is higher. On the demographics of these CEOs, the average
age was 51 years, 91 per cent were male, 83 per cent had completed at least one master’s
degree, and their average tenure in their current company was 17 years. The total assets of
these companies were €271,390,437, on average. Regarding MD, the proxy MD indicates that
the CEOs of 50 companies (48 per cent) have high MD. The alternative proxy, MD2, was less
strict, with the CEOs of 76 companies (72 per cent) having high MD. In total, 15 companies
(14 per cent) operated in a CSR sensitive industry.
Table VI provides the correlation coefficients that show some preliminary indications
of the relationships between the variables. First, idealism and relativism are significantly
and negatively correlated (r¼−0.387). Second, the two factors of the perceived
importance of CSR (the PRESOR-detachment-from-stockholder view and the
PRESOR-attachment-to-stakeholder view) are significantly positively correlated (r¼ 0.379).
Third, remarkably, the presence of CSR disclosure is significantly and positively correlated
with the perceived importance of CSR as measured according to the attachment-to-
stakeholder view (r¼ 0.230) but not with the perceived importance of CSR as measured
according to the detachment-from-stockholder view. These correlations suggest that these
CEOs’ CSR disclosure decisions are only influenced by the extent to which they attach to the
stakeholder-oriented logic. Fourth, the correlations between both dimensions of the CEOs’
ethical ideology and their perceived importance of CSR are as expected. Idealism positively
correlates with both the PRESOR-detachment-from-stockholder view (r¼ 0.385) and the
PRESOR-attachment-to-stakeholder view (r¼ 0.366). Similarly, relativism correlates
negatively with both the PRESOR-detachment-from-stockholder view (r¼−0.430) and the
PRESOR-attachment-to-stakeholder view (r¼−0.221). Finally, older CEOs scored
significantly lower on relativism (r¼−0.208), but their age was not related to idealism.
However, idealism is significantly positively related to their degree of religiosity (r¼ 0.235).
The variance inflation factors are all less than 2. Therefore, no multicollinearity problems
are expected.
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4.2 Hypothesis testing
4.2.1 Ethical ideology, perceived importance of CSR and the presence of CSR disclosure.
Figure 2 provides an overview of all of the hypotheses. Table VII provides the results
with respect to H1a–H3b. In Panel A, the CEOs’ perceived importance of CSR is measured
by the PRESOR-detachment-from-stockholder view, while in Panel B, it is measured by the
PRESOR-attachment-to-stakeholder view. Part 1 of Table VII represents the results of the
OLS regressions that are used to test H1a and H1b. In Panel A, idealism is positively and
significantly associated with the PRESOR-detachment-from-stockholder-view ( p¼ 0.002).
Moreover, relativism is significantly and negatively related to the PRESOR-detachment-
from-stockholder view ( p¼ 0.002). In Panel B, the results show that idealism has a
significant positive effect on the PRESOR-attachment-to-stakeholder view ( p¼ 0.003);
Panel A: frequency tables
n %
CSR disclosure
1 (disclosing companies) 60 57%
0 (non-disclosing companies) 45 43%
Managerial discretion (MD) Managerial discretion 2 (MD2)
1 (high managerial discretion) 50 48% 76 72%
0 (low managerial discretion) 55 52% 29 28%
Industry
1 (CSR sensitive) 15 14%
0 (other) 90 86%
Industry by category
Chemicals 3 3%
Construction 13 12%
Food and agriculture 9 9%
Manufacturing 17 16%
Sanitation 4 4%
Services 25 24%
Transportation 7 7%
Utilities 1 1%
Wholesale and retail 26 25%
Gender
0 (male) 96 91%
1 ( female) 9 9%
Education level
1 (High school) 1 1%
2 (Professional bachelor) 17 16%
3 (Master) 58 55%
4 (2nd master or PhD) 29 28%
Panel B: descriptive statistics
n Minimum Maximum Mean SD
Age 104 34 72 50.89 7.47
Tenure 105 1 42 16.96 10.25
Religiosity 97 1 7 3.55 1.88
Idealism 105 2.00 7.00 5.83 1.02
Relativism 105 1.00 5.50 3.03 1.09
Detachment from the stockholder
view (PRESOR) 105 4.00 7.00 5.89 0.68
Attachment to the stakeholder
view (PRESOR) 105 2.50 7.00 5.53 0.88
Size (total assets in thousands of euros) 105 1,570.90 17,377,382.00 271,390.44 1,696,272.88
Size (ln of total assets) 105 14.27 23.58 17.69 1.36
Table V.
Descriptive statistics
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however, relativism has no significant effect here ( p¼ 0.432). Thus, full support is found for
H1a ( for both PRESOR measures), while H1b is only supported when the measure
PRESOR-detachment-from-stockholder view is used. Hence, while idealism positively
affects both measures, relativism only has a significant negative effect on the detachment-
from-the-stockholder view. Remarkably, older CEOs ( p¼ 0.045) and more religious CEOs
( p¼ 0.059) are more detached from the stockholder view.
In Part 2, the columns in Model 2 show the results of the logistic regressions that were
run to gain insight into the relationship between CEO’s perceived importance of CSR and the
presence of CSR disclosure. H2 is not supported when the PRESOR-detachment-from-
stockholder-view measure is used ( p¼ 0.105), but it is supported when the PRESOR-
attachment-to-stakeholder-view measure is used ( p¼ 0.004). Although there is a weak to
moderate correlation between the two PRESOR measures, the CEOs’ adherence to the
stakeholder-oriented logic seems to drive the disclosure decision more than their detachment
from the stockholder-oriented logic. Thus, companies that are managed by CEOs who
highly adhere to the stakeholder-oriented logic are more likely to disclose CSR information
on their websites. Further, idealism and relativism have no significant direct effect on the
presence of CSR disclosure.
Hayes (2009) notes that indirect effects can occur without the presence of a direct
effect between independent and dependent variables; and recommends that “researchers
not require a significant direct effect before proceeding with tests of indirect effects”
(Hayes, 2009, p. 414). Hence, H3a and H3b state that the CEOs’ ethical ideologies indirectly
influence the presence of CSR disclosure through their perceived importance of CSR. To test
this hypothesis, the bootstrap procedure as suggested by Preacher and Hayes (2008) was
used[2]. The null hypothesis of no indirect effect can be rejected at the 5 per cent level of
significance if 0 lies outside the confidence interval (Preacher et al., 2007). Part 3 of Table VII
presents the results. As shown in Panel A, idealism and relativism do not influence the
presence of CSR disclosure through their effect on the PRESOR-detachment-from-
stockholder view. This is not surprising, since this measure is not associated with the
presence of CSR disclosure. Panel B shows that idealism indirectly influences the decision to
disclose CSR information through its positive influence on the PRESOR-attachment-to-
stakeholder view (CI¼ [0.046; 0.591]), thus supporting H3a. However, no significant indirect
effect for relativism (CI¼ [–0.297; 0.058]) is found, thus, leading us to reject H3b. Again,
this is not surprising since relativism was found to not be associated with the
PRESOR-attachment-to-stakeholder view.
4.2.2 Managerial discretion as moderator. The results in Model 2 in Part 2 of Table VII
indicate that MD is not associated with the presence of CSR disclosure (Panel A: p¼ 0.888;
Panel B: p¼ 0.945), when MD is included as a control variable. Model 3 includes the
interaction term that is used to assess whether MD moderates the relationship between the
PRESOR dimensions and the presence of CSR disclosure (see Table VII, Part 2). The results
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Relativism
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importance of CSR
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CSR
disclosure
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indicate that the interaction effect is significant for the PRESOR-attachment-to-stakeholder
view ( p¼ 0.005) but not for the PRESOR-detachment-from-stockholder view ( p¼ 0.398).
To gain insight into the impact of MD on the relationship between the PRESOR-attachment-
to-stakeholder view and the presence of CSR disclosure, the logistic regression has been
estimated separately for respondents with low (MD¼ 0) and high (MD¼ 1) (see Table VIII).
For respondents who scored high on MD, the perceived importance of CSR (the PRESOR-
attachment-to-stakeholder view) is significantly and positively related to the presence of
CSR disclosure ( p¼ 0.001), thus, supporting H2. For respondents who scored low on MD,
this relationship does not hold ( p¼ 0.851). Hence, support for H2 is only found in the group
of CEOs with high MD. Thus, the extent to which CEOs adhere to the stakeholder logic only
positively influences the CSR disclosure decision when they have high MD.
To also test the indirect effects of H3a and H3b, the PROCESS macro of Hayes (2013)
was used. The results from this analysis (see Table VII, Part 4) lead to the same conclusions
as previously found when MD is high (significant indirect effect of idealism through the
PRESOR-attachment-to-stakeholder view). Support for H3a is only found in the group of
CEOs that have high MD. Hence, the degree of MD moderates the indirect effect of idealism
on the presence of CSR disclosure.
4.3 Sensitivity analysis
4.3.1 Endogeneity: approach. Using two proxies for “MD”, this study already took into
account that some CEOs might be limited in their decision making regarding CSR disclosure
on corporate websites. As issues of reverse causality and, thus, of endogeneity might be at
play in upper echelons studies (Hambrick, 2007), some additional steps are taken to ensure
that these concerns do not drive the documented relationship between CEOs’ perceived
importance of CSR and CSR website disclosure. As Larcker and Rusticus (2010)
demonstrate that the use of instrumental variables might produce estimates that are more
biased than OLS methods, they advise to first attempt to address endogeneity issues in
ways that do not require the use of instrumental variables[3]. According to these authors,
one should first specify the nature of the endogeneity problem inherent in the research
Panel A: MD¼ 1 (high MD) Panel B: MD¼ 0 (low MD)
PRESOR-detachment-
from-stockholder view
PRESOR-attachment-
to-stakeholder view
PRESOR-detachment-
from-stockholder view
PRESOR-attachment-
to-stakeholder view
Predictor B p B p B p B p
Constant −15.564 0.038 −18.504 0.026 2.857 0.565 4.268 0.378
Idealism −0.091 0.800 −0.686 0.176 −0.260 0.477 −0.208 0.565
Relativism 0.039 0.912 −0.077 0.855 0.074 0.812 0.009 0.957
PRESOR 0.667 0.191 2.240 0.001** 0.401 0.452 0.065 0.851
Size 0.705 0.055 0.609 0.099 −0.213 0.316 −0.185 0.383
Industry 1.254 0.299 1.987 0.146 1.377 0.150 1.406 0.138
n 50 50 55 55
χ2 9.576 ( p¼ 0.088) 25.499 ( p¼ 0.000) 4.557 ( p¼ 0.472) 4.015 ( p¼ 0.547)
−2LL 59.017 43.094 70.210 70.752
Nagelkerke R² 0.234 0.535 0.107 0.095
Notes: The upper part of the table contains the unstandardised regression coefficients for the logistic regression
models with CSR disclosure as dependent variable. Panel A displays the results for respondents with high
managerial discretion, while Panel B displays the results for respondents with low managerial discretion;
Alternative measure for managerial discretion (MD2) provides the same results. For instance for stakeholder
view, Panel A (MD2¼ 1): general model χ2¼ 18.660, p¼ 0.002, coefficient for PRESOR ( p¼ 0.002) providing a
significant effect. Whereas in Panel B (MD2¼ 0) for the same stakeholder view: χ2¼ 3.454, p¼ 0.630, PRESOR
( p¼ 0.821) providing a similar non-significant effect. *po0.05; **po0.01
Table VIII.
The moderator effect:
Model 3 for MD¼ 1
(high managerial
discretion) and
MD¼ 0 (low
managerial discretion);
dependent variable is
CSR disclosure
(logistic regression)
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question by describing the theory on which the research question and the hypotheses are
based. Subsequently, one should describe and test potential alternative hypotheses (see also,
Chenhall and Moers, 2007). In a second step, alternatives in research design should be
explored (e.g. subsample comparisons), or control variables that mitigate the endogeneity
problem should be incorporated (Larcker and Rusticus, 2010). These two steps are
addressed in the next subsection.
4.3.2 Step 1: describing and exploring the endogeneity problem. This paper’s hypotheses
are based on UET which assumes a chain of causality, going from personal characteristics
through perceptions to actions. In this setting, reverse causality might be at play in that
companies with a given CSR disclosure policy might attract CEOs who have some empathy
and concern for all stakeholders (cf., Hambrick, 2007). To explore the possibility of reverse
causality, an alternative hypothesis was formulated[4]; it states that companies that disclose
CSR information attract CEOs who adhere highly to the stakeholder-oriented logic (i.e. here,
the PRESOR-attachment-to-stakeholder view is the dependent variable). This first
alternative hypothesis has been tested using the subsample of CEOs with low MD
(n¼ 55) as these CEOs are less likely to have influenced the CSR disclosure decision. The
subsample of CEOs with high MD was not used since it also includes CEO-founders, where
there was no CSR disclosure before the CEO founded the company (see further). Table IX,
Panel A, shows that the data do not support this first alternative hypothesis (insignificant
model, p-value model¼ 0.656; p-value for CSR disclosure¼ 0.989). Further, this result
remains unchanged if the control variables of age, education level and religiosity are added,
as they might explain the CEOs’ perceptions of the importance of CSR. Adding idealism and
relativism (non-tabulated) as control variables does not impact this result either.
A second alternative hypothesis stems from corporate governance literature and notes that
the causal chain is fostered because the board (or another hiring body) might not only select
the CEO whom they believe has the right characteristics, but might also be involved in
determining the CSR disclosure policy (e.g. Jizi et al., 2014; Michelon and Parbonetti, 2012; Rao
and Tilt, 2016). This suggests that an omitted variable (i.e. the beliefs of the hiring body) might
influence the actual documented relationship between the CEOs’ perceptions of CSR (i.e. the
PRESOR-attachment-to-stakeholder view) and CSR disclosure. This alternative hypothesis is
built on two assumptions: first, that boards care about CSR and CSR disclosure and adhere, to
some extent, to the stakeholder-oriented logic; and, second, that boards target CEOs with
certain values. Both assumptions can be questioned as the findings of the rare qualitative
studies on CSR and boards (Haniffa and Cooke, 2005; Rodrigue et al., 2013) suggest that
boards’ actual adherence to the stakeholder-oriented logic might at least be questioned. Also,
there is little evidence that CEOs are selected because of their personal values, which are,
moreover, not readily observable in the hiring process (Chin et al., 2013). Although the
assumptions underlying the second alternative hypothesis can be questioned, this paper
nevertheless empirically explored whether the omitted beliefs of the board might drive the
documented results. If the CEO is not a shareholder, then the board might have acted as a
hiring body when this CEO was selected. In this subgroup (Subgroup A), it is expected that
the PRESOR-attachment-to-stakeholder view will have no significant effect on CSR disclosure.
However, if the CEO is the dominant shareholder, then this not only means that he/she might
have a strong voice on who is on the board and on board policies, but also that the board
probably did not hire them. In this subgroup (Subgroup B), endogeneity becomes a less
serious issue. Comparing the coefficients and the Nagelkerke R2 of these subgroup regressions
reveals whether or not the endogeneity concern for the documented full sample regressions is
justified (cf., e.g. Bova et al., 2015; Lennox and Pittman, 2010). Table IX, Panel B (Subgroups A
and B), shows the results. In both subsamples, the coefficient of the variable PRESOR-
attachment-to-stakeholder view is significant ( p¼ 0.043 in Subgroup A and p¼ 0.031 in
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Subgroup B). Moreover, the coefficients are comparable (2.151 and 2.291) as is the Nagelkerke
R2, explaining 59 per cent of the variation in Subgroup A and 60 per cent in Subgroup B.
These observations help to refute the second alternative hypothesis as they signal that board
decisions are not driving our findings.
Panel A: reverse order model with PRESOR-stakeholder view as dependent variable (OLS)
D.V.¼PRESOR-attachment to
stakeholder view B p B p
Constant 6.555 0.000 6.726 0.000
CSR disclosure −0.004 0.989 0.163 0.602
Size −0.054 0.545 −0.064 0.559
Industry −0.292 0.400 −0.286 0.449
Age −0.004 0.847
Religiosity 0.063 0.408
Education level −0.026 0.908
n 55 55
F-statistic 0.542 (p¼ 0.656) 0.422 (p¼ 0.860)
R2 0.031 0.054
Panel B: Model 3 for different subsamples of MD¼ 1 (logistic regression)
D.V.¼CSR disclosure Subgroup A: CEO is
not shareholder
Subgroup B: CEO is
dominant
shareholder
Subgroup C: CEO is
dominant
shareholder and
founder
Predictor B p B p B p
Constant −15.390 0.220 −21.982 0.110 −41.590 0.145
Idealism −0.636 0.471 −0.756 0.401 −0.892 0.403
Relativism −0.886 0.260 −0.521 0.401 1.154 0.321
PRESOR-attachment-to-stakeholder
view
2.151 0.043* 2.291 0.031* 4.428 0.104
Size 0.586 0.310 0.700 0.223 1.074 0.223
Industry −1.040 0.740 21.789 0.999 23.353 0.999
n 25 25 12
χ2 14.705 (p¼ 0.012) 14.529 (p¼ 0.013) 8.067 (p¼ 0.153)
−2LL 19.912 18.142 7.209
Nagelkerke R² 0.593 0.604 0.680
Panel C: Model 3 with additional control variables for MD¼ 1 (logistic regression)
D.V.¼CSR disclosure
Predictor B p
Constant −18.711 0.024
Idealism −0.647 0.216
Relativism −0.131 0.767
PRESOR-attachment-to-stakeholder
view
2.215 0.002**
Size 0.607 0.102
Industry −1.954 0.160
CEOdominant_shareholder 0.088 0.917
CEO_Tenure 0.016 0.715
n 50
χ2 25.677 (p¼ 0.001)**
−2LL 42.916
Nagelkerke R² 0.538
Notes: Panel A of the table contains the ordinary leased squares regression model with PRESOR-stakeholder
as the dependent variable. Panel B contains different logistic regression models with CSR disclosure as
dependent variable. Panel C of the table contains the logistic regression models with CSR disclosure
as dependent variable. *po0.05; **po0.01
Table IX.
Testing for
endogeneity
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4.3.3 Step 2: exploring alternatives in research design. Hambrick (2007) suggests
incorporating temporal lags and controls for prior states of both the independent and
dependent variable to further address the endogeneity problem in UET studies. In this
study, the survey data have been collected in April, while the website disclosure was
measured in November/December of the same year. A natural experiment, where the CSR
disclosure and the CEO profile are measured at the time of a CEO switch but also during the
two years before and after the switch, can be considered as an ideal way to counter the
endogeneity problem (Gippel et al., 2015). However, in practice, such an experiment is
difficult as nobody knows when a new CEO will be appointed and who it will be. In addition,
there is no database that provides CSR website disclosure data. However, some CEOs in our
sample are the founders of their companies (and dominant shareholders) and, hence, have
always been in place (Subgroup C). This subsample (Subgroup C) can be considered as the
comparison group in a quasi-experimental design (Cook and Campbell, 1979), thereby
cancelling out the doubt that a hiring body (or another CEO) has already decided on whether
to include CSR disclosure on the corporation’s website. Table IX (Panel B, Subgroup C)
provides the results for this subsample. Due to the very small sample size (n¼ 12), it is not
surprising that the model is not significant. The marginally positive coefficient ( p¼ 0.10) of
the effect of the PRESOR-attachment-to-stakeholder view seems to confirm the relationship
found in the full sample and it further alleviates the concern that the results are driven by
endogeneity concerns.
In fact, Table VIII and Panel B of Table IX provide a subsample comparison that has
been used in financial accounting research to explore endogeneity issues (e.g. Lennox and
Pittman, 2010; Bova et al., 2015; De Simone et al., 2015; El Ghoul et al., 2016). Going from
Table VIII, Panel B (CEO of a subsidiary) to Table IX, Panel B, Subgroup A (CEO of an
independent company, but not a shareholder) to Subgroup B (CEO of an independent
company, for which they are the dominant shareholder) to Subgroup C (CEO of an
independent company, for which they are the founder), each time, provides more power to
the CEO (and therefore gradually cancels out the effect of the omitted variables). In each of
the different steps, however, the coefficient of the PRESOR-attachment-to-stakeholder view
is positive and significant. As with the explained variation, these coefficients are also
comparable for Table VIII, Panel A – the PRESOR-attachment-to-stakeholder view, and
Subgroups A and B of Panel B in Table IX. This suggests that the omitted variable(s) do not
drive our full sample results.
Finally, to control for the fact that the board of directors might have some impact on the
CSR disclosure decision process, additional control variables have been included in the
model (see footnote 4). Following the tradition from the corporate governance literature, a
dummy variable was included for CEO ownership (dominant shareholder) and the
CEO tenure (number of years in the company). Table IX, Panel C shows the results. The
PRESOR-attachment-to-stakeholder view is still significant ( p¼ 0.002), which means that
the results remain unchanged. Also, the results remain unchanged if we ran Model 3
with CEO ownership and CEO tenure for the whole sample ( p¼ 0.005 for the PRESOR-
attachment-to-stakeholder view, not-tabulated). Finally, data on CEO_Duality were
collected; however, data were only available for 58 respondents. In this limited sample,
the coefficient of CEO_duality was never significant, and adding it as a control variable in
the analysis of Table IX, Part 3, did not change the results ( p¼ 0.024 for the PRESOR-
attachment-to-stakeholder view, not-tabulated).
Overall, the two steps of the endogeneity approach of Larcker and Rusticus (2010)
suggest that endogeneity concerns do not drive the documented relationship between CEOs’
perceptions of the importance of CSR and their decisions to disclose CSR information on
their corporate websites.
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5. Discussion
Previous accounting studies acknowledge that executives’ views might hinder or further
CSR disclosure practices (e.g. Bebbington et al., 2009; Thorne et al., 2014; Bouten and
Everaert, 2015). Drawing on the insights of UET (Hambrick and Mason, 1984; Hambrick,
2007), this paper empirically examines whether a CEO’s ethical ideology and his/her
perception on the importance of CSR influence their companies’ decisions to disclose CSR
information on corporate websites (see Figure 3 for a summary). Importantly, our findings
suggest that UET can add insights into the CSR disclosure decision-making process if CEOs
have some MD. This section discusses the findings of this study and the deeper insights
these might bring to the role of CEOs’ values and of their perceptions of CSR in the CSR
disclosure decision-making process.
The competing stockholder-oriented logic (also referred to as profit-maximising logic)
and stakeholder-oriented logic (also referred to as sustainability logic) are part of the
environment decision makers observe. Decision makers’ framing (Fiss and Zajac, 2006;
Lepoutre and Valente, 2012) of these competing logics is reflected in their perceptions of the
importance of CSR, as measured by the PRESOR instrument. Through linking the
dimensions of the PRESOR instrument to the competing stockholder-oriented and
stakeholder-oriented logics, this paper shows how UET can be linked to neo-institutional
theory in the CSR disclosure domain. In particular, the findings show how some elements of
the executive orientation (i.e. ethical ideology, age and religiosity) might impact CEOs’
framing of the competing logics.
Idealism
Part 1:
Part 2:
Idealism
+
–
Relativism
Managerial
Discretion
CSR
Disclosure
Managerial
Discretion
Perceived
importance of CSR:
detachment from
stockholder view
Perceived
importance of CSR:
attachment to
stakeholder view
CSR
Disclosure
Relativism
+
+
+
Figure 3.
Overview
of the results
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A CEO’s ethical ideology is found to be related to his/her perception on the importance of
CSR. Hence, a CEO’s ethical ideology influences his/her framing of the competing
logics (stockholder-oriented logic and the stakeholder-oriented logic). In particular, for
idealism, the findings suggest that highly idealistic CEOs are more detached from the
stockholder-oriented logic and more attached to the stakeholder-oriented logic. Hence,
highly idealistic CEOs perceive CSR as important. Given that in the stakeholder-oriented
logic, behaviour is values or ends oriented (Bebbington and Dillard, 2009), and that highly
idealistic individuals are unselfishly concerned about the welfare of others (Parboteeah
and Cullen, 2013), it is not surprising to find that CEOs who score high on idealism adhere
more to the stakeholder-oriented logic and less to the stockholder-oriented logic than
CEOs who score low on idealism. For relativism, the findings only suggest a significant
negative association between relativism and the detachment from the stockholder logic.
As highly relativistic CEOs believe that ethical decision making should focus on the
particular situation, they might put aside ethical and social considerations when doing so
is rewarded in terms of profits. Hence, as this reasoning is in line with the stockholder-
oriented logic, highly relativistic CEOs score lower on the PRESOR-detachment-from-
stockholder view and do thus still adhere more to the stockholder-oriented logic. More
remarkably, the coefficient of relativism was not significant when the PRESOR-
attachment-to-stakeholder view was used as the dependent variable. These findings are
consistent with those of prior research in other countries, such as the USA, Spain and
Thailand (Vitell and Hidalgo, 2006; Singhapakdi et al., 2008).
In explaining the importance of CSR (as measured by the stakeholder view), the ethical
dimension of idealism is a significant predictor, while the ethical dimension of relativism is
found to be not significant. One explanation might be that the two dimensions are not
orthogonal. Indeed, while individuals who score low on relativism believe that universal
rules exist and can be applied, these individuals might score either high or low on idealism
(Forsyth, 1980). Individuals who score low on relativism and high on idealism believe that
moral standards based on unselfish concern for others exist and must be applied without
exception. Hence, it is most likely that they will adhere to the stakeholder-oriented logic,
where ensuring the welfare of all stakeholders is believed to be a moral duty (Wurthmann,
2013). Other individuals score low on both relativism and idealism. Forsyth (1980) classifies
these individuals as exceptionists and argues that they are “ethically bound to act” and that
their approach is “best represented by the utilitarian principle of the greatest good for the
greatest number” (p. 177). These individuals thus judge the morality of an action by taking
into account the consequences produced by it (Forsyth, 1980). While these individuals
believe it would be incorrect to permit efficiency considerations to drive all decisions (low
relativism), they believe that it might be acceptable to harm some stakeholders in pursuing
profit-maximisation if the action results in good consequences for a high number of
stakeholders (low idealism). The latter implies that if a great number of stakeholders will
benefit from the action, then some stakeholders will be sacrificed. Hence, although these
individuals score low on relativism, they will not fully adhere to the stakeholder-oriented
logic. To some extent, the above argument might explain why, if considered together,
idealism affects adherence to the stakeholder-oriented logic and relativism does not.
This study illustrates that an individual’s ethical ideology determines their framing of
the competing logics, i.e. the extent to which they will detach from the prevailing
stockholder-oriented logic and attach to the emerging stakeholder-oriented logic. Hence, this
study responds to Bouten and Everaert’s (2015) call to explore which personal
characteristics explain managers’ framing of the competing logics. According to these
authors, this approach is important as the way CEOs frame CSR might explain how their
companies deal with the competing logics (see also, Fiss and Zajac, 2006; George et al., 2006;
Lepoutre and Valente, 2012). Moreover, by suggesting that a CEO’s ethical ideology
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influences their perception of the importance of CSR, this study offers one possible
explanation for Gray et al.’s (2009) observation that some individuals are supportive of
social accounting and others are not.
In line with UET, this paper also found that CEOs’ perceptions of the importance of CSR
(measured by the PRESOR-attachment-to-stakeholder view) is an important internal driver
of actual CSR disclosure on corporate websites[5]. Hence, while many papers (e.g. Adams,
2002; Adams and McNicholas, 2007; Bouten and Everaert, 2015) suggest that CEOs’
perceptions of CSR is an important driver in the CSR disclosure process, this paper provides
some empirical support for this assertion. This result is in line with the previous research of
Singhapakdi et al. (1995), who state that before the behaviours of marketing managers
reflect greater social responsibility, they must first perceive ethics and social responsibility
as important. This study supplements this finding by showing that managers must first
perceive ethics and social responsibility as important before their companies will disclose
CSR topics on their websites. In particular, our findings indicate that the extent to which
CEOs detach from the stockholder-oriented view does not explain the disclosure of CSR on
corporate websites, while the extent to which CEOs attach to the stakeholder-oriented view
does explain this disclosure. This finding is not surprising, as transparent reporting about
organisations’ social and environmental impacts can be considered as an element of the
stakeholder-oriented logic (Bebbington and Dillard, 2009; Bouten and Everaert, 2015).
Moreover, the findings suggest that detachment from the stockholder-oriented view not
necessarily implies attachment to the stakeholder-oriented view. This observation might be
explained by the fact that decision makers not necessarily exchange one competing logic for
another, but, for instance, opt for a blended logic (see Pache and Santos, 2013), which might
be akin to a very weak sustainability discourse (Gray, 2010; Laine, 2009).
Combining the insights with respect to the relationship between ethical ideology and the
perceived importance of CSR and between the perceived importance of CSR and the
presence of CSR disclosure resulted in the assumption that a CEO’s ethical ideology
indirectly influences the presence of CSR disclosure, as described in UET. The results
provide evidence that idealism indirectly influences the presence of CSR disclosure, through
its positive influence on the PRESOR-attachment-to-stakeholder view. Hence, companies
with highly idealistic CEOs are more likely to disclose CSR information because their CEOs
perceive CSR as important. In contrast, relativism does not seem to influence the presence of
CSR disclosure because CEOs’ degree of relativism did not affect their score on the
PRESOR’s stakeholder factor. Overall, the findings show that CSR disclosure decisions are
not purely driven by rational considerations, as suggested in legitimacy theory (Momin and
Parker, 2013), but also by the views and attitudes of key decision makers.
6. Conclusion
While different studies have demonstrated the influence of corporate characteristics (e.g.
Cowen et al., 1987; Patten, 1991; Thorne et al., 2014; Cho et al., 2015) and general contextual
factors on CSR disclosure (e.g. Chen and Bouvain, 2009; Orij, 2010; Liesen et al., 2015),
empirical evidence on the influence of internal contextual factors is still rather scarce. Hence,
this study aims to extend the knowledge on the drivers of the presence/absence of CSR
disclosure by focussing on the ethical ideologies of the key decision makers in unlisted
companies, i.e., CEOs. More specifically, this paper investigates the impact of CEOs’ ethical
ideologies on the presence of CSR disclosure on corporate websites, while including as a
mediator CEOs’ perceptions of the importance of CSR.
The paper mainly contributes to the existing literature in the following three ways. First,
the results provide some empirical support for the assumption that CEOs’ values and
perceptions might play a role in the CSR disclosure process. Second, theoretically, this paper
contributes to the field of CSR disclosure by drawing upon UET to both argue and illustrate
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that CSR disclosures are not solely based on rational considerations, as suggested in
legitimacy theory, which is the most used theory in this field. The results show that the
likelihood of disclosing CSR information on a corporate website is directly linked with the
CEO’s perceptions of the importance of CSR and indirectly with their idealism score. Third,
by linking the dimensions of the PRESOR instrument, which is used to measure CEOs’
perceptions on the importance of CSR, to the stockholder- and stakeholder-oriented logics,
the empirical results also shed light on the link between a CEO’s ethical ideology and their
adherence to the competing logics.
Examining the role of CEOs’ ethical positions and their perceptions of the importance of
CSR not only provides valuable insights into the CSR disclosure decision process but also
points to some potential opportunities for changing the CSR reporting behaviour.
In particular, this paper comes with two practical implications. The first practical
implication targets educators. Indeed, ethical training can influence idealism, relativism and
perceptions of the role of ethics and social responsibility (Parboteeah and Cullen, 2013;
Wurthmann, 2013); this paper calls for significant attention being devoted to embedding
stand-alone or integrated business ethics courses in university and business school
curricula in order to further sustainable development. Second, as the findings suggest that
subsidiary managers are likely to follow the reporting policies of corporate headquarters
(see also the findings of Momin and Parker, 2013, regarding subsidiaries in a developing
country), there might be a call for detailed supranational guidelines and regulations on CSR
disclosure sometime in the near future.
This study comes with some limitations, which can also be considered as suggestions for
further research. First, since it focusses only on the idealism and relativism dimensions of
ethical ideology, future studies might examine other elements of the executive orientation.
For example, Shafer et al. (2007) show that self-transcendence values, such as universalism
and benevolence, positively influence the perceived importance of CSR. In addition,
Kolodinsky et al. (2010) argue that individuals with materialistic values have negative
attitudes towards CSR. Investigating the influence of these values on the perceptions of CSR
would enhance our understanding of the drivers of CSR disclosure. Second, as only CEOs
were surveyed, this paper was unable to capture how other top managers and members of
boards of directors (and their interactions) might affect the CSR disclosure decision process.
Future research on the role of the board or of other top managers might be needed to better
understand the CSR disclosure decisions that take place in large publically listed companies.
In particular, following this study’s findings, it might be advisable for future studies to
collect information on the values and perceptions of these other key decision makers. A third
limitation of this study is that, due to data availability concerns, no information was
collected on CSR performance. As studies on the association between CSR reporting
and CSR performance have yielded mixed results, in that some studies find that
better-performing companies disclose more CSR information (e.g. Al-Tuwaijri et al., 2004;
Clarkson et al., 2008), while others found that bad performers disclose more CSR information
(Patten, 2002; Cho and Patten, 2007; Cho et al., 2010), two caveats follow. First, companies
might disclose CSR information without substantively engaging in CSR initiatives. Second,
companies might deeply engage in CSR activities but not disclose their CSR information.
While to some extent the first caveat in this sample is mitigated by the fact that stakeholder
pressures and image building reasons are less likely to drive CSR disclosures in unlisted
companies (Baumann-Pauly et al., 2013; Thorne et al., 2014), the second caveat is not likely to
be mitigated by the sample selection. Therefore, future research could investigate whether
there exists an absence of CSR disclosure in the presence of CSR activities and whether this
might be explained by the CEOs’ perceptions of the importance of CSR reporting (Bouten
and Everaert, 2015), the CEO’s preference to rendering an account through actions (Parker,
2014), or a lack of institutional pressures regarding reporting (Bebbington et al., 2009),
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or other reasons. Finally, MD was not directly measured in the survey, but was mainly
established by considering the company as independent vs a subsidiary. The results show
that idealism and perceptions of the importance of CSR are only linked to CSR disclosure in
independent companies. Hence, more research is needed on how CSR disclosure decisions
are made in subsidiaries.
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Notes
1. Ethical theories can be divided into four broad categories: consequentialism, universal ethics,
ethical relativism and virtue ethics (Ghillyer, 2010). Schlenker and Forsyth (1977) reviewed three
philosophical positions on the nature of ethics: teleology, deontology and scepticism. Nowadays,
moral philosophers often refer to teleology as consequentialism and to deontology as universal
ethics, while ethical relativism belongs to the ethical position that is labelled as scepticism
(Ferrell et al., 2002; Ghillyer, 2010). It is important to remark that, due to measurement issues,
scales that measure virtue ethics have been less used in research on business ethics (Shanahan
and Hyman, 2003).
2. Bootstrapping is a replacement procedure in which a large number (k) of samples are taken from
the data and the indirect effect is computed in each sample. These k estimates of the indirect effect
are then sorted from low to high to form a sorted sampling distribution from which the upper and
lower bounds of a 100(1−α)% confidence interval are derived (Preacher et al., 2007).
3. The instrument variables (religiosity and education level) provided very small coefficients in the
first step (with very low partial R²s). In the second step, the predictor for the PRESOR-attachment-
to-stakeholder view was still significant ( p¼ 0.042), suggesting that there is no endogeneity
problem. However, following Larcker and Rusticus (2010), who showed that it is not appropriate to
use instrument variables (IV ) as a solution to the endogeneity problem when the instrument
variables are weak (showing low relevance), the 2-SLS results have not been reported.
4. We thank one of the reviewers for this suggestion.
5. Based on a reviewer’s comments, the extent of reporting (measured by the number of words) was
also investigated. Table VIII, Panel A, was replicated with the number of words as the dependent
variable for the disclosing companies. Only company size was significant, leading us to conclude
that the CEO’s profile drives only the decision to disclose CSR on the company website and not the
extent of the reporting.
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Appendix 1. PRESOR instrument
Perceived role of ethics and social responsibility in achieving organisational effectiveness (14 items):
(1) Being ethical and socially responsible is the most important thing a firm can do.
(2) While output (e.g. the quality of products and services) is essential to corporate success, ethics
and social responsibility is nota (reverse-coded).
(4) Ethics and social responsibility should be taken into account when making decisions
concerning strategic planning.a
(5) The most important concern for a firm is making a profit, even if it means bending or breaking
ethical rulesa (reverse-coded).
(6) The ethics and social responsibility of a firm are essential to its long-term profitability.
(7) The overall effectiveness of a business can be determined, to a great extent, by the degree to
which it is ethical and socially responsible towards employees, the environment, etc.a
(8) To remain competitive in a global environment, firms will have to disregard social
responsibility towards employees, the environment, etc.a
(9) Social responsibility and profitability can be compatible.
(10) Business ethics and social responsibility are critical to the survival of a company.
(12) Business has a social responsibility beyond making a profit.
(13) If the survival of a firm is at stake, then you must forget about ethics and social responsibility
(reverse-coded).
(14) Efficiency is much more important to a firm than whether or not the firm is seen as socially
responsiblea (reverse-coded).
(15) Good ethics is often good business.
(16) If the shareholders are happy, nothing else mattersa (reverse-coded).
Notes: Numbers correspond to the numbers of the original instrument. Statements 3 and 11 from the
original questionnaire are not included, in line with recommendations from the professionals who
participated in the pre-test.
aThis statement was altered after the pre-test.
Appendix 2. Ethics position questionnaire (14 items)
(1) A person should make certain that his or her actions never intentionally harm another, even to
a small degree.
(2) Risks to another should never be tolerated, irrespective of how small the risks might be.
(3) Potential harm to others is always wrong, irrespective of the benefits to be gained.a
(4) One should never psychologically or physically harm another person.
(5) One should not perform an action that might, in any way, threaten the dignity and welfare of
another individual.
(6) If an action could harm an innocent other, then this action should not be done.
(9) Sometimes, it is necessary to sacrifice the welfare of others.a
(11) There are ethical principles that are so important that they should be a part of any code of
ethics.a
(12) What is ethical varies from one situation to another.a
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(13) Moral standards should be seen as being individualistic; what one person considers to be
moral may be judged to be immoral by another person.
(15) Questions of what is ethical for everyone can never be resolved since what is moral or
immoral is up to the individual.
(17) Ethical considerations in interpersonal relations are so complex that individuals should be
allowed to formulate their own individual codes.
(19) Whether a lie is permissible or not permissible totally depends upon the situation.a
(20) Whether a lie is judged to be moral or immoral depends upon the circumstances surrounding
the action.
Notes: Numbers correspond to the numbers of the original instrument.
Items 1–10 are idealism items. Items 11–20 are relativism items.
aThis statement was altered after the pre-test.
Corresponding author
Patricia Everaert can be contacted at: patricia.everaert@ugent.be
For instructions on how to order reprints of this article, please visit our website:
www.emeraldgrouppublishing.com/licensing/reprints.htm
Or contact us for further details: permissions@emeraldinsight.com
455
CSR website
disclosure
